REMARKS 



Claims 3-11 remain in the application. Claim 3 has 
been amended to change the inadvertent use of "system" to 
"method". The amended word simply corrects an inadvertent 
error and places the claim in better form for appeal. No 
new matter or other changes to the claims are proposed. 
Reconsideration is respectfully requested in light of the 
remarks included below. 

35 U.S.C. § 101 REJECTION 

Claims 3-11 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101 as 
lacking patentable utility. Applicant respectfully 

traverses this rejection. 

All of applicant's previous arguments are hereby 
repeated and incorporated into this response. 

As explained in more detail below, the present 
invention does have utility in that while applicant's novel 
method of creating new money equal to production might not 

immediately keep consumption equal to production it would 

aid in moving any financial system toward that goal. In its 

broadest sense, changing an entire financial system (e.g. 
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the financial system of an entire country) as described in 
the present invention would immediately keep consumption 
equal to production in that financial system. In a narrower 
aspect, the claimed invention will create new money each 
time it is applied (see explanation below) and will 
therefore move the money supply of the financial system 
toward the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) or move consumption 
and production closer together. 

Thus, applicant believes that he has adequately 
explained the utility of the present novel method and that 
that utility is substantial and specific. Therefore, 
patentable utility has been shown and without more, the 35 
U.S.C. § 101 rejection should be withdrawn. 

35 U.S.C. § 112 REJECTION 

Claims 3-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first 
paragraph, as failing to comply with the enablement 
requirement. Applicant respectfully traverses this 

rejection . 

The Examiner responds to applicant's 35 U.S.C. 112 
argument by stating "the Applicant's desire to achieve the 
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aim of '^keeping consumption equal to production' is in no 
way clearly self explanatory." (Final Office Action, page 
10, last sentence.) However, the Examiner has 

misinterpreted the applicant's statement. In fact, 

applicant stated: 



However, the following is in response to the Examiner' s 
specific statements. The first statement "[t]he 

application dose not disclose how a person having 
ordinary skill in the art (PHOSITA) could practice the 
steps so as to achieve the aim of ''keeping consumption 
equal to production'." is clearly self explanatory. 
Referring to claim 3 for example, new money in the 
economic system is created only by "crediting new money 
to an employee's account for the value of new work 
performed" and debiting the employer's account a like 
amount of money. Thus, since the only money created in 
the system is equal to new work performed (i.e. 
production) , money in the system is equal to production 
and consumption cannot exceed production. 



Applicant contends that "how a person having ordinary 
skill in the art could practice the steps so as to achieve 
the aim" is in fact "clearly self explanatory" since each 
step is set out in unambiguous detail in each of the 
claims." Applicant does believe, however, anyone of 
ordinary skill in the art would understand from claim 3 that 
since the only money created in the system is equal to new 
work performed (i.e. production), money in the system is 
equal to production and consumption cannot exceed 
production. 
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Also, as to the terms of the claim and specifically the 
term "new money" it should be clear from all of applicant's 
previous statements that he agrees with the Examiner. All 
of the Examiner's arguments and citations on pages 11 and 12 
of the Final Office Action seem to coincide with applicant's 
arguments. No new or peculiar definition of the term "new 
money" has been provided or is desired by applicant. The 
ordinary meaning should be applied. However, under any 
stretch of the imagination, a broad reasonable 
interpretation of the term "new money" would never reduce to 
" any money". Thus, it is incumbent on the Examiner to 
interpret the term "new money" to mean new money . This is 
especially true in light of the usage in the claims, e.g. 
claim 3 states "creation of new money" in line 3 and 
"creating new money" in the first line of the second 
paragraph . 

All of applicant's previous arguments are hereby 
repeated and incorporated into this response. 

Applicant believes that his invention is clear to any 

person of ordinary skill in the art who understands the 
current concept of creating new money through banks and 
similar financial organizations and the financial structure 
associated with them. Therefore, in conjunction with the 
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withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. §101 rejection, applicant 
believes that the 35 U.S.C. §112 rejection should also be 
withdrawn . 

35 U.S.C. 102(a) REJECTION 

Claims 3-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Yamazawa (JP Pub. JP2000311158) 
entitled "Monthly GDP Generating Device". Applicant 
respectfully traverses this rejection. 

First, all of applicant's previous arguments are hereby 
repeated and incorporated into this response. Second, 

applicant has responded below to some of the Examiner's 
specific arguments in a further and respectful attempt to 
aid the Examiner in understanding the concept of creating 
new money in an economic system and furthering the 
prosecution of the subject application. 

RESPONSE TO EXAMINER'S STATEMENTS 

In further response to the Examiner's arguments that 
the present invention is not supported by a specific and 
substantial asserted utility, the following facts and 
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statements are provided. Applicant provided copies of a 
chart and a graph from the New York Times Almanacs (attached 
to Response to Third Office Action as Exhibit A) . To better 
understand the correlation between money supply and Gross 
Domestic Product (GDP) a Comparison Table is included 
herewith, as Exhibit C, that has been compiled from the U.S. 
Department of Commerce and published Almanacs (note: the 
Comparison Table includes the Exhibit A information) . 

The money supply is the money in circulation. The size 
of the money supply controls the economy. The Comparison 
Table shows how the U.S. money supply was contracted and 
expanded from 1929 to 2007 affecting both good and bad 
times. Percent changes with (+) plus signs indicate an 
improvement in the economy while changes with (-) minus 
signs show a worsening of the economy. 

From 1929 to 1960 the money supply was gradually 
increased from 4.68% of GDP to 32.2% of GDP. As the money 
supply grew the U.S. went from depression in 192 9 to 
prosperity. In 1960, the highest the money supply has been 
in over 100 years, the economy was very prosperous. Thus, 
it is well documented that a plentiful money supply can only 
insure prosperity and that a short money supply will always 
guarantee a poor economy, a recession. 
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In 1929 the U.S. economy collapsed because the money 
supply was reduced to a mere 4.746 billion dollars. The GDP 
that year was 101,444 billion dollars. Comparing those 
numbers quickly shows that the money supply was only 4.68% 
of production. That means that there was only $4.68 in 
circulation for every $100 of goods and services produced. 
101 billion dollars worth of production cannot be bought 
with only 4.746 billion dollars and that is why the market 
collapsed. 

Last year, as of June 30, 2007, the U.S. money supply 
stood at 812.8 billion dollars with production (GDP) 
standing at 14,513 billion dollars. Dividing 812.8 by 
14,513, the money supply amounts to only 5.6% of GDP, very 
close to the level in 1929. Today there is probably less 
than $5.60 in circulation for every $100 of production 
because the Federal Reserve Bank is still shrinking the 
money supply. Subtracting the dollars per $100 of 

production, $4.68 in 1929 from $5.60, the current level, 
means the U.S. is only approximately $1.00 away from what 
caused the collapse of 1929. We have already seen many 
collapses on Wall Street, and the money supply continues to 
shrink . 
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Thus, it can be seen from the enclosed records that the 
money supply controls the economy. Too little money in the 
money supply creates a recession or recession-like 
circumstances. It is absolutely necessary for the money 
supply to be maintained at a high level to insure 
prosperity. Both illustrations in Exhibit A and the 
Comparison Table of Exhibit C show explicitly that the money 
supply of the U. S. is substantially smaller than 
production. Clearly, in any economic system, even in an 
economy the size of the United States, there is utility in 
keeping the money supply equal to production. 

Here it should be noted that all of the information 
included in Exhibits A, B, and C is public information well 
known to those of ordinary skill in the art. Clearly, any 
person of ordinary skill in the art and in possession of all 
of the publicly available information included in Exhibits 
A, B, and C would immediately understand from reading 
applicant's specification that any attempts to increase the 
money supply, regardless how small, would improve the 
economy and, therefore, have specific and substantial 
utility. Further, since it is public knowledge that 1960 
was one of the most prosperous years in the U.S., any person 
of ordinary skill in the art would immediately understand 
from reading applicant's specification that any attempt to 
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keep consumption equal to production must include increasing 
the money supply. Thus, in accordance with the Examiner's 
own arguments and his many citations of previous decisions, 
it is not necessary for applicant to explain every detail of 
the invention for one of ordinary skill in the art to 
understand the utility, ordinary terms of the art, and 
advantages realized. As cited by the Examiner: 

The law is clear that patent documents need not include 
subject matter that is known in the field of the 
invention and is in the prior art, patents are written 
for persons experienced in the field of the invention. 
... To hold otherwise would require every patent document 
to include a technical treatise for the unskilled 
reader . 

It is noted that the Examiner provided an argument and 
citations stating that it is inappropriate for the USPTO to 
disregard any relevant evidence of record. (Final Office 
Action, middle of page 14 through middle of page 15.) 
Applicant does not know the rationale for including this 
information in the Final Office Action but does have some 
question as to whether the principle was applied to 
applicant's Exhibits, submitted with the Response to Third 
Office Action. 

Applicant provided a copy of a Workbook on Bank 
Reserves and Deposit Expansion, entitled MODERN MONEY 
MECHANICS, produced and distributed free by the Public 
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Information Center, Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago 
(attached to Response to Third Office Action as Exhibit B) . 
Applicant requested that the Examiner especially note page 
6, which explains "Multiple Expansion" or the creation of 
money variously referred to as ''new reserves' and ""new 
additions'. From the Examiner's arguments, applicant can 
only determine that the publication was not considered. 

Note that when one refers to money and the creation of 
new money, one must defer to the understanding of those of 
ordinary skill in the art. To aid in this understanding, 
applicant provided the copy of the Workbook on Bank Reserves 
and Deposit Expansion, entitled MODERN MONEY MECHANICS, 
produced and distributed free by the Public Information 
Center, Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago. Page 6 explains 
"Multiple Expansion" or the creation of money variously 
referred to as ""new reserves' and ""new additions' (i.e. new 
money) . Applicant briefly explained this process for the 
current method of creating new money on page 3 of the 
specification. As explained in the claims and the 
specification, in applicant's invention no new money would 
be created by banks, the only new money created would be 
equal to new work performed. 
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The Examiner further questions how a PHOSITA could 
accomplish the task of " ... only creating new money ... ." 
Turning to claim 3 it is clear that this step is 
accomplished "by crediting new money to an employee's 
account for the value of new work performed". Similar 
language is included in independent claims 4 and 11. Thus, 
in the claimed method of the economic system, the only new 
money created is created by crediting new money to an 
employee's account and, presumably, no new money is created 
by banks and the like through a bookkeeping network of loans 
and reserves. This act of crediting deposits without 
depositing any money into the respective accounts literally 
creates new money that never existed before, similar to the 
way new money is created in the lending process. 

Applicant believes that the novel method described in 
his claims is clear to any person of ordinary skill in the 
art who understands the current concept of creating new 
money through banks and similar financial organizations and 
the financial structure associated with them. Therefore, in 
conjunction with the withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. §101 
rejection, applicant believes that the 35 U.S.C. §112 
rejection should also be withdrawn. 

Also, applicant stated in the previous response that 
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While the translation of Yamazawa is nearly impossible 
to read and understand, it is clear that he is not 

describing an economic system in which the only new 
money created is equal to all new production. In fact, 
Yamazawa does not describe a new economic system at all 
but is simply describing a system for knowing recent 
economic trends earlier (Yamazawa ABSTRACT) in the 
present economic system. 

In response to this statement the Examiner is 
apparently questioning whether applicant is of ordinary 
skill in the art. In the Final Office Action, page 13, the 
Examiner goes to great length to explain that "because the 
patent references of record are directed to those with 
ordinary skill in this art, these references are clear, 
explicit, and specific as to what they teach." It must be 
specifically noted that Yamazawa is a publication of a 
Japanese patent application. Further, the document being 
relied on is an English translation of the Japanese 
publication. If the translation of an unexamined Japanese 
patent application is uncjuestionably "clear, explicit, and 
specific as to what they teach", how can applicant's 
specification and claims raise such unsupported disdain? 

In fact, the Examiner has an even heavier burden of 

accepting applicant's statements as true then he does of 
accepting the translation of an unexamined Japanese patent 
application as "clear, explicit, and specific as to what 
they teach". MPEP 2107II specifically states: 

18 



Office personnel are reminded that they must treat as 
true a statement of fact made by an applicant in 
relation to an asserted utility, unless countervailing 

evidence can be provided that shows that one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have a legitimate basis 
to doubt the credibility of such a statement. 

No such countervailing evidence has been provided and 
applicant believes that the evidence supplied by applicant 
in this and the prior response more than overcomes any 
doubts as to the utility of the subject invention. 

As to the 35 U.S.C. 102(a) rejection and applicant's 

statement about the clarity of Zamazawa, it is not so much 
applicant's understanding of the Zamazawa disclosure as 
applicant's understanding of where in the disclosure the 
Examiner found the information he claims is there. At the 
risk of sounding unskilled, applicant must admit he cannot 
find the words or information in the Yamazawa disclosure 
alleged by the Examiner to be there. Where for example, 
specifically, does Yamazawa even mildly suggest "creating 
the only new money in the economic system by crediting new 
money in an account for the value of the earner's 
participation in the new production produced" as stated by 
the Examiner in the Final Office Action, page 4, next to 
last two lines? If Yamazawa does indeed disclose an 
economic system in which he credits new money in an account 
for the value of the earner's participation, since Yamazawa 
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is "clear, explicit, and specific as to what they teach", 
the Examiner should easily be able to point out the exact 
words relied on instead of vague references to chapters. 

Since applicant actually doubts the Examiner's 
interpretation of Yamazawa, pointing out specific words 
would simply be common courtesy in an attempt to further 
prosecution . 

"A claim is anticipated only if each and every element 
as set forth in the claim is found, either expressly or 
inherently described, in a single prior art reference." 
Verdegaal Bros. V. Union Oil Co. of California, 2 USPQ2d 
1051, 1053, (Fed. Cir. 1987) . "The identical invention must 
be shown in as complete detail as is contained in the . . . 
claim." Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 
(Fed. Cir. 1989) . "All words in a claim must be considered 
in judging patentability of that claim against the prior 
art." In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 165 USPQ 494. 496 (CCPA 
1970) . 

It is true that one or more extra references can be 
cited in a 35 U.S.C. §102 rejection to show that a 
characteristic not disclosed in the main reference is 
inherent. "To serve as an anticipation when the reference 
is silent about the asserted inherent characteristic, such 
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gap in the reference may be filled with recourse to 
extrinsic evidence. Such evidence must make clear that the 
missing descriptive matter is necessarily present in the 
thing describe in the reference, and that it would be so 
recognized by persons of ordinary skill." Continental Can 
Co. USA V. Monsanto Co., 20 USPQ2d 1746, 1749 (Fed. Cir. 
1991) . 

In accordance with MPEP 2144.03, and specifically part 
B, the Examiner must specifically explain which part or 
parts of Yamazawa he is supplementing with the knowledge of 
one of ordinary skill in the art. For example, the 
statements in the Final Office Action at page 16. It is 
applicant's understanding of MPEP 2144.03 that the Examiner 
must provide explicit documentation as to exactly where 
(which gap in the Yamazawa disclosure) the Examiner is 
taking judicial notice so that applicant can specifically 
traverse such action. However, it appears from the Final 
Office Action, page 16, that the Examiner is simply taking 
generic or general judicial notice of anything missing in 
Yamazawa. In the absence of explicit documentation, 
applicant specifically traverses the judicial notice taken 
by the Examiner as to any knowledge of one of ordinary skill 
in the art used in combination with Yamazawa (MPEP 
2144. 03A) . 

21 



SUMMARY 



Thus, applicant believes that he has adequately 
explained the utility of the present novel method and that 
that utility is substantial and specific. Therefore, 
patentable utility has been shown and without more, the 35 
U.S.C. § 101 rejection should be withdrawn. 

Applicant believes that his invention is clear to any 
person of ordinary skill in the art who understands the 
current concept of creating new money through banks and 
similar financial organizations and the financial structure 
associated with them. Therefore, applicant believes that 
the 35 U.S.C. §112 rejection should be withdrawn with the 35 
U.S.C. §101 rejection. 

Since an invention is not anticipated under 35 U.S.C. 

102 unless the exact invention is completely described in 
the reference and since Yamazawa does not describe anything 
similar to applicant's claimed invention, claims 3-11 are 
clearly not anticipated by Yamazawa. Further, under MPEP 
2144.03 the Examiner must identify and cite for actual 
consideration any documents supporting his taking of 
judicial notice of public knowledge combined with the 
Yamazawa disclosure. 
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In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted 
that each of the claims as now presented is in condition for 
allowance, which action is earnestly solicited. Should 
there be any remaining issues. Examiner is cordially invited 
to telephone the undersigned for a speedy resolution. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/Robert A. Parsons/ 

Robert A. Parsons 
Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 32,713 
CN 29370 



2 December 2008 
4000 N. Central, Suite 1220 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012 
(602) 252-7494 
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